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The Zohrab Bible 

CLAUDE COX 

Zohrabian’s edition of the Bible, printed in 1805, is in a sense one of the 
achievements of the Renaissance. 1 The Renaissance set in motion a broad 
inquiry into the foundations of modern civilization. This inquiry involved 
an interest in ancient cultures and their languages which, in turn, led to 
the study of and printing of the Bible in its original languages, Hebrew 
and Greek. At the same time scholars turned their attention to the ver¬ 
sions into which the Scriptures had been translated, studying the ancient 
languages and preparing editions of the Bible in Arabic, Ethiopic, Latin, 
Coptic, Armenian, and Georgian. 

In 1805 the field of biblical studies was just nicely entering the 
age of scientific, critical inquiry. About this rime notable advances were 
being made in the areas of archeology, literary and source criticism, and 
textual criticism. 2 In the area of archeology the ancient Near East had 
surrendered practically none of its treasures by 1805. In 1798 Napoleon 
took one hundred artists and scholars to Egypt but they could not read 
any of the inscriptions which they saw. By 1802 work had begun on the 
decipherment of hieroglyphics but it was not until twenty years later that 
Champollion succeeded in being able to read them. 3 The birth of 
Assyriology dates from approximately the same rime, namely, from the 
memoirs of Claudius James Rich (d. 1821) concerning the ruins of the 
city of Babylon. 4 The first fragments of the so-called “Babylonian Gene¬ 
sis” were found in excavations at Nineveh between 1848 and 1876 and 
published by Smith in 1876. 5 While Zohrabian was working on his edi¬ 
tion of the Bible the study of the archeology of the biblical world had just 
begun. 

The study of the Bible itself was more advanced and there was 
considerable activity in Europe in the areas of literary and textual criti¬ 
cism. At the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth cen¬ 
turies there was vigorous inquiry into the sources that lie behind the vari¬ 
ous biblical documents. This inquiry was directed particularly at the Syn¬ 
optic Gospels and the Pentateuch. Lessings publication of the sensational 
Wolfenbiictel Fragments (1774-78) revealed variations among the Gos- 
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pels’ narratives. A quarter of a century later J. G. Eichhorn took up these 
questions in his Introduction to the New Testament (1804-27; in Ger¬ 
man) and gave form to Lessings suggestions in asserting a primitive Ara¬ 
maic gospel. Aside from this issue of original sources, scholars were trying 
to determine which of the three Synoptic Gospels had been written first: 
the “Griesbach hypothesis” in 1789 had suggested the sequence Mat- 
thew-Luke-Mark. The assertion of Marcan priority was advocated already 
at the end of the eighteenth century and has gained widespread support in 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 6 

While New Testament scholars were dissecting the Gospels and 
inquiring into the sources behind them, Old Testament scholars were do¬ 
ing much the same with the Pentateuch. In 1753 Jean Astruc identified 
two sources in the Pentateuch based on the two different names for God 
employed in Genesis. The first documentary theory of the Hexateuch s 
composition is to be found in J. G. Eichhorn, Introduction to the Old 
Testament (1780-83; in German). 7 In the same year that Zohrabian’s Bible 
was published W. M. L. DeWette, in his doctoral dissertation, identified the 
book of the law found by King Josiah at the end of the seventh century 
B.C. with the book of Deuteronomy. 8 This identification would prove to 
be as significant for Old Testament studies as the assertion of Marcan 
priority among the Synoptic Gospels in New Testament studies because it 
gave to scholars a fixed date around which the various Pentateuchal 
sources and other Old Testament documents could be ranged. DeWette 
was also responsible for one of the earliest successful biblical theologies, 
j Biblical Doctrines of the Old Testament and New Testament (in Ger¬ 
man), which appeared in two volumes in 1813 and 1816. 9 

In the early nineteenth century biblical studies started to come 
under the influence of G. W. E Hegel (1770-1831). Hegel’s philosophy 
saw the development of history and religion, and everything else, in terms 
of a thesis, antithesis and subsequent thesis at a higher level. The process 
was then repeated, producing an evolution. Hegel’s view of development 
was applied both to the Old Testament and to the New Testament. In 
1835, at age twenty-nine, W. Vatke in his The Religion of the Old Testa¬ 
ment (in German) used Hegel’s dialectical approach to present a picture of 
the development of the Israelite religion. J. Wellhausen’s immensely influ¬ 
ential Prolegomena to the History of Ancient Israel (1878, in German; 
English translation, 1885) was indebted to Hegel via Vatke. In the same 
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year chat Vatkes book appeared F. C. Baur applied Hegel’s scheme to the 
New Testament for the first time in a book on the Pastoral Epistles. 10 

Advancements in the field of textual criticism kept pace with 
those in literary, source, and historical criticism at the end of the eight¬ 
eenth and the beginning of the nineteenth centuries. Already in the four¬ 
teenth century Nicholas of Lyra (d. 1340) had criticized the Latin Vulgate 
on the basis of the Hebrew text, and, in so doing, formed a link between 
the Middle Ages and the Reformation. 11 Serious work on the preparation 
of editions of the text of the Bible began in the fifteenth century and was 
rather well developed by the time of Zohrabian. The first printed edition 
of a complete Hebrew Bible appeared at Soncino in 1488. However, the 
most significant Hebrew Bible of this period was published by Daniel 
Bomberg in Venice in 1524/25. Bomberg’s edition remained the standard 
printed edition of the Hebrew Bible until this century. 12 The first printed 
Greek New Testament was that of Erasmus, published in 1516. This did 
not offer a critically established text but, rather, what came to be called 
“the Received Text” (Latin: Textus Receptus), a relatively late type of text. 
Between the time of Erasmus and Zohrabian, more exactly during the 
century' before the appearance of Zohrabian s Bible, some basic principles 
of text critical methodology were enunciated. Rich and Bentley, between 
1716 and 1720, laid down the principles upon which a critical text ought 
to be constructed. 13 Modern textual criticism dates from the work ofj. A. 
Bengel who published a text of the New Testament with critical apparatus 
in 1734. Forty years later, in 1774-75, J. J. Griesbach printed the first re¬ 
constructed Greek text of the New Testament, a text that at many places 
deviated from the Received Text. Griesbach built on Bengels work in 
suggesting that manuscripts should be classified on the basis of their family 
relationships. This far-reaching suggestion lies at the heart of modern 
textual criticism. It is today the starting point for the textual criticism of 
the Armenian Bible. 14 However, at the end of the eighteenth century the 
methodology of manuscript classification was too much in its infancy to 
be of serious use to Zohrabian, even had he been a student of it. Twenty- 
six years after Zohrabian’s Bible appeared K. Lachmann published the first 
edition of the Greek New Testament (1831) that set aside the Received 
Text and, based on the oldest and best available manuscripts, attempted to 
present the most nearly original form of text. 13 The subsequent develop¬ 
ment of New Testament textual criticism in the nineteenth century is as- 
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sociated with names of scholars like Tregelles, Tischendorf, and Westcott 
and Hort. To consider their work here would take us beyond the confines 
of this brief sketch. 

Interest in the Hebrew and Greek texts of the Bible gave impetus 
to work on the versions as well. By “the versions” one means the transla¬ 
tions (e.g., the Armenian) into which the Bible in its original languages 
was rendered. Before we go further something must be said about the 
Septuagint. 

The “Septuagint” (= “seventy”) is the name of the Greek transla¬ 
tion of the Old Testament. This translation was made in Alexandria by the 
Jewish community beginning in the third century B.C. Its name derives 
from the seventy translators who, according to the legend in the Letter of 
Aristeas, were involved in rendering the Hebrew text into Greek. 16 It is 
this Greek translation with its larger canon (i.e., the Septuagint contained 
by the first century those books called in English “the Apocrypha”) 
which was used by the early church. The Christian Bible consisted of the 
Septuagint plus the New Testament; the latter w^as, of course, also written 
in Greek. Wherever the church took the Bible it was the Greek Bible it 
took. This Greek Bible was then translated into the languages of the peo¬ 
ples to whom the church went, into Latin, Coptic, Ethiopic, Armenian, 
and so on. 

Each of these is a “version” or, more precisely a “subversion” 
since each is a “version” of a “version” (the Septuagint). In the case of the 
Latin version, the scholar Jerome (d. ca. 420) produced a translation based 
on the Hebrew text which, except for the book of Psalms, replaced the 
earlier Latin translations based on the Greek. However, even in the West¬ 
ern church the canon of the Septuagint continued to be authoritative 
until after the Reformation. For some other communions, like the Ar¬ 
menian church, the question of replacing a Greek-based translation of the 
Old Testament with one based on the original Hebrew does not seem to 
have arisen until quite recently. Also, although Zohrabian addresses the 
issue of the canon in 1805, the list of books he publishes in his edition is 
basically the Septuagint: that is, his Bible contains 2 Ezra, Judith, Tobit, 1-3 
Maccabees, the Wisdom of Solomon, and the Letter of Baruch. In an ap¬ 
pendix to his edition Zohrabian prints Sirach, 3 Ezra, the Prayer of 
Manasseh, and the New Testament apocryphal books The Letter of the 
Corinthians to Paul, and The Rest of John. 
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A number of the “versions” were printed in multiple translation 
Bibles called polyglots in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The 
Spanish “Complutensian Polyglot” appeared in 1522; the Paris Polyglot in 
1629-45; and the London Polyglot in 1657. The Complutension Polyglot 
contained the Old Testament in Hebrew, Latin, and Greek and the New 
Testament in Greek and Latin while the London Polyglot included the 
Hebrew, Greek, Latin, Syriac, Ethiopic, Arabic, and Persian, the Samaritan 
Pentateuch, various Targums, and selected readings from the important 
Greek manuscript Codex Alexandrinus. 17 The Armenian version did not 
appear in any of these polyglots. However, it must be remembered that the 
first edition of the Armenian Bible was that of Oskan, published in 1666, 
some years after the London Polyglot was published. Only the book of 
Psalms had been published in Armenian before 1666. 18 

Editions of most versions of the Greek Bible predate 1805 and 
several predate 1666, without considering the Polyglot Bibles. Indeed, the 
first book to come from the Gutenberg press was Jerome s Latin Vulgate, 
about 1456. 19 A pre-Jerome edition of the Latin was published in 1743. 20 
An edition of the New Testament in Ethiopic appeared in 1548-9 but 
with many typographical errors; the British and Foreign Bible Society’s 
edition of the Bible in Ethiopic was published in 1826 and their edition 
of the New Testament appeared in 1830. 21 The New Testament in Bo- 
hairic was published in 1716 and in 1731 David Wilkins published an 
edition of the Pentateuch in Bohairic. However, one should note that 
Wilkins corrected the text of his edition to the Greek text of the Sixtena 
Bible (1587). 23 Finally, the Bible in Georgian was published in Moscow in 
1743 and in St. Petersburg in 1816 and 1818. 24 None of these editions of 
the versions is what we today would call “critical ” The application of sci¬ 
entific text-critical methodology to the versions had to await the devel¬ 
opment and application of such methodology to the Greek and Hebrew 
Bibles. 

This then is the context of Zohrabians work. Zohrabian, working 
at the monastery of San Lazzaro in Venice, may not have been aware of 
significant research being carried out in northern Europe in the areas of 
literary criticism, archeology, and textual criticism. Anyway, scientific text 
critical methodology was still not very advanced, as noted above. It is clear 
that Zohrabian believed his own edition offered a purer text than the one 
Oskan edited in 1666. In a sense Zohrabians Bible is a reaction against 
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Oskan. Placed in the context of the beginning of the nineteenth century 
we see that Zohrabian made a notable contribution to Armenian biblical 
scholarship and to the study of the versions of the Bible in general. 

* * * 

From the historical context in which Zohrabian’s Bible belongs 
we may turn to his Bible itself and specifically to the introduction that he 
wrote for it. Typical of the time, the title page is very detailed, containing 
information that an editor would today place in a preface. The tide page 
reads: 


The Bible, Old and New Testaments, according to the accurate 
translation of our ancestors from the most reliable Greek text into the 
Armenian language; newly published from the best manuscript, with a 
comparison of various exemplars, together with important annotations to 
the text; on the basis of the work of Rev. Doctor Fr. Hovhann Zohrapian, 
of the Congregadon of the great Mkhitar, Ponrif and first Abbot; pub¬ 
lished by order of the Very Rev. Step'annosi Agonts', honoured venerable 
Bishop and Prelate of the Congregadon of St. Lazarus; 1805, Venice, at the 
Press of St. Lazarus. 

Zohrabians extensive introduction is divided into several sections. 
First he discusses the history of the Bible, including the Septuagint, the 
Hexapla and the Armenian Bible. Second, Zohrabian defends his new 
edition of the Bible. Third, he describes the manuscripts that he chose for 
use in the edition. Finally, he enumerates previous editions of the Arme¬ 
nian Bible. 

In his summary of the history of the Bible, Zohrabian explains 
that the Bible was first handed down among the Hebrew nation, in its 
language. In preparation for the Gospel, Zohrabian says, God put it into 
the heart of Ptolemy (Philadelphus 285-246 B.C.) to construct a library 
and commission for it the translation of the Hebrew Scriptures into 
Greek. Zohrabian s source of information for this, as he states, is the Letter 
of ArJsteas, which we have mentioned above. 25 In his discussion of the 
Septuagint Zohrabian defends it over against the Hebrew. His position 
certainly has a long history behind it, beginning with the early church’s 
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arguments against the synagogue as seen, for example, in Jusdn Martyrs 
Dialogue with Trypho (ca. 155). The point at issue is, of course, that there 
are differences between the Septuagint and the Hebrew. These differences 
Zohrabian has to defend on the side of the Septuagint and not on the 
Hebrew. At any rate, discussion of this problem leads Zohrabian to a con¬ 
sideration of Origen (d. 253/4) and the Hexapla. 

Origen, Zohrabian explains, earned out an exact comparison of 
the Greek and Hebrew texts of the Old Testament. The Hexapla is the 
name given to this immense book which is presented in six columns 
comprising (1) the Hebrew text, (2) the Hebrew text transliterated into 
Greek characters, (3) the Greek translation of Aquila, (4) of Symmachus, 
(5) the Septuagint, and (6) the translation of Theodotion. 26 Origen com¬ 
pared the Septuagint with the Hebrew, word by word, and where it was 
shorter than the Hebrew he added what was lacking, usually from 
Theodotion, and enclosed what he had added between an asterisk ( * ) 
and a metobelus (:). Where the Septuagint text was longer than the He¬ 
brew Origen enclosed the word(s) that made it longer between an obelus 
( -r ) and metobelus ( :). Ongens great book was never recopied in its 
entirety and presumably perished at Caesarea during the Muslim conquest 
of the seventh century. However, the fifth column, containing the signs, 
was very popular and eventually influenced a large part of the Greek 
manuscript tradition as well as that of the versions. Now, among the latter 
is the Armenian. Zohrabian s explanation for how the signs have come to 
be preserved in the Armenian version, based on the Life of Constantine, is 
probably correct in general. Eusebius of Caesarea’s (d. ca. 340) Life of 
Constantine records the Emperors request that fifty copies of the Scrip¬ 
tures be prepared and sent from Caesarea to Constantinople and Eusebius’ 
fulfillment of the request. 27 It is most likely that these fifty copies con¬ 
tained a Hexaplaric type of Greek text. 

Zohrabian adds information concerning the translation of the 
Bible into Armenian that is provided by Armenian sources to what he has 
derived from The Life of Constantine. Zohrabian says that Mesrop 
Mashtots and Sahak had begun to make a translation of the Bible in Ar¬ 
menian on the basis of Syriac manuscripts. 28 However, they set these aside 
when excellent Greek manuscripts were brought back from Constan¬ 
tinople by seminarians after the Council of Ephesus (431). The signs in 
Armenian manuscripts, Zohrabian writes, connect the Armenian Bible 


233 



THE ZOHRAB BIBLE 


with the work of Origen, mediated via Constantinople. He says he has 
preserved with care in his edition such Origenian signs as he he found in 
his base manuscript. 29 

Zohrabian concludes the section on the history of the Bible and 
of the Armenian version with an assertion that the Armenian translators 
worked with the greatest care. This he says European scholars recognize 
too, even though they have only the poor text of Oskan to work with. 
The faults of the latter they rightly attribute, Zohrabian says, to Oskans 
ignorance and reckless handling of the text. This is the first of many 
criticisms of Oskan’s Bible in Zohrabian s introduction. 

From a discussion of the history of the Bible Zohrabian turns to a 
defense of his new edition of the Armenian Bible. The motivation for this 
undertaking came from two sources, he says: (1) he was aware of innumer¬ 
able corruptions in the edition of Oskan (1666); (2) he was encouraged to 
do so by his Archbishop. Zohrabian is quite aware of the problem of pro¬ 
ducing an edition free of imperfections and for this reason, he states, he 
used a number of manuscripts. The complete Bibles (he includes one 
which extends only from Job to Acts) he now describes one by one, giv¬ 
ing information about the date, script, condition of preservation, scribe(s), 
provenance, and contents. By correlating the information given in his de¬ 
scription of the manuscripts with that in the Venice catalogue we can de¬ 
termine which manuscripts Zohrabian is talking about/ 0 They are as fol¬ 
lows (the number in parentheses following the Venice number refers to 
the catalogue number as opposed to the shelf number): 31 

Zohrabian Number: 1 
Central Number 32 : 57 
Venice Number: 1508(1) 

Contents: Bible 
Date: 1319 

Provenance: unknown, probably Cilicia 
Scribe: Hohanes 

Zohrabian Number: 2 
Central Number: 141 
Venice Number: 1634(2) 

Contents: Bible 
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Date: 1641 

Provenance: unknown 
Scribe: Fatala 

Zohrabian Number: 3 
Central Number: 38 
Venice Number: 1006(6) 

Contents: Bible 
Date: 13th-14th cent. 

Provenance: unknown 
Scribe: unknown 

Zohrabian Number: 4 
Central Number: 147 
Venice Number: 623(3) 

Contents: Bible 
Date: 1648 

Provenance: Persia, in the congregation of Gazik 
Scribes: Ter Gaspar the elder and his secretary, Hovanes 

Zohrabian Number: 5 
Central Number: 159 
Venice Number: 229(4) 

Contents: Bible 
Date: 1655 

Provenance: unknown, probably Lov or Ilov 
Scribe: Markos the deacon 

Zohrabian Number: 6 
Central Number: 142 
Venice Number: Yerevan 188 
Contents: Bible 
Date: 1643 

Provenance: Constantinople 
Scribe: Hakob of Akn 33 

Zohrabian Number: 7 
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Central Number: 161 
Venice Number: 1182(7) 

Contents: Bible 

Date: 1656, likely earlier 

Provenance: unknown, possibly Poland 34 

Scribe: Hovann Hovanes the scribe, a Pole 

Zohrabian Number: 8 
Central Number: 155 
Venice Number: 1258(14) 

Contents: Job to end of N.T. 

Date: 1652-3 

Provenance: unknown 

Scribe: Alek'siane the secretary 35 

Zohrabian Number: 9 (=Oskan s edition) 

Central Number: 22 ; 

Venice Number: Yerevan 180 
Contents: Bible 
Date: 1295 
Provenance: Cilicia 
Scribe: Step‘anos 

If one should ask why Zohrabian chose these particular manu¬ 
scripts the answer would not be difficult to find. One need only check the 
accession dates of the fifteen or so Bibles, Old Testaments, and copies of 
the Pentateuch in the Venice collection to determine that Zohrabian very 
simply used all the copies of the same that were available to him. In 1805 
Zohrabian had available to him in the Venice collection six complete Bi¬ 
bles (38, 57, 141, 142, 147, 159, 161), a partial Bible (155), and Oskan’s 
edition (based on 22). These are the nine witnesses he used for the Old 
Testament. For the New Testament he used many more: for the Gospels 
almost thirty and for Acts and the Epistles forty. It would appear then that 
Zohrabian used all the manuscripts that were available to him. 

As a base manuscript for collation Zohrabian used 57. Why he 
chose this manuscript over the other manuscripts he had is clear from his 
description of the manuscript. He was impressed with this manuscript 
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which is old, complete, and, though not elegant in outward appearance, is 
written in a script that is clearly the work of a skillful scribe. Zohrabian 
connects the manuscript with Cilicia. A colophon mentions a certain Ge¬ 
org whom we know now to be Georg Skevrats’i (George of Skevra, 
1246/7-1301), a significant biblical scholar. 36 The only manuscript avail¬ 
able to Zohrabian in Venice older than 57 was manuscript 38 which is 
defective at points and which, at any rate, appears to contain the same 
Cilician type of text as 57. 37 Given the defectiveness of 38 and the well 
preserved condition of 57, the choice of 57 for a base manuscript was not 
likely a very difficult one to make. 

Next, Zohrabian enumerates earlier editions of the Armenian Bi¬ 
ble and offers an extensive and pointed criticism of Oskan s edition, the 
only edition of the complete Armenian Bible published before Zoh¬ 
rabians own edition. The editions Zohrabian lists are as follows: (1) the 
Psalms, printed in 1565; (2) Oskan’s Bible, 1666; (3) a missal containing 
Oskans text, published in Venice in 1686; (4) a reprint of Oskans Bible, 
made in Constantinople in 1705; (5) a reprint of Oskans Bible made in 
Venice in 1733 by Mkhitar of Sebasna. 38 In the last case, Mkhitar, Zo¬ 
hrabian says, was aware of mistakes in Oskan s edition but lacked the Ar¬ 
menian manuscripts to make the necessary corrections. For this reason he 
used the Latin translation in the Pans Polyglot to make corrections of 
Oskan in the margins of the reprint. The resulting edition has all the faults 
of its source, Oskan’s Bible. 

Zohrabians criticism of Oskans Bible, one surmises, grows out of 
his need to defend the preparation of a new edition against those who 
thought that another printing of Oskan would suffice. Zohrabian is not 
unappreciative of Oskan whom he realizes worked at a time when there 
was little published in Armenian. That appreciation, however, does not 
prevent him from being quite critical of Oskans lack of textual method¬ 
ology. Zohrabians criticisms here remain valid. Oskan, Zohrabian says, 
endeavored to correct the Armenian text (based on the Septuagint) by the 
use of the Latin Vulgate (based on the Hebrew). The result is a mixed 
text. Zohrabian’s second criticism of Oskan is that he translated Sirach, 
Fourth Ezra, and the Letter of Jeremiah from the Latin into barbarous 
Armenian. Those philologists who rightfully criticized these translations 
Oskan called “lofty sophists,” according to Zohrabian. Finally, Zohrabian 
criticizes Oskan because he used only one manuscript for his edition and 
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was thus forced to reproduce the errors of that manuscript. 

Having established the need for a new edition, Zohrabian now 
describes the way he has put together his edition. His comments here are 
very useful for understanding the composition of Zohrabian s Bible. They 
are six in number. 

First, Zohrabian discusses the arrangement of the books in his 
Bible and deals with the issue of canon. In contrast to Oskan who, Zo¬ 
hrabian says, followed the order of the books in the Latin Bible, he has 
followed the arrangement of the books in manuscript 57 and other Ar¬ 
menian manuscripts. Here Zohrabian has to address the issue of canon and 
does so as it relates to the books of Sirach, The Revelation of John, and 
The Letter of Jeremiah. The book of Sirach Zohrabian leaves out of the 
Old Testament canon, putting it in the Appendix following the New Tes¬ 
tament. His reasons for this are that (1) although it is in three younger 
manuscripts he has used (147,155,159) it does not have the usual intro¬ 
duction and list of chapters; (2) the church’s missal does not indicate that 
anything was read from Sirach. On the other hand, Zohrabian includes as 
part of the New Testament The Revelation of John. All manuscripts of 
Zohrabians day included Revelation even though, he says, he doubts 
whether its translation into Armenian predates the eighth century. The 
difference between Sirach and Revelation is that the former was never 
part of the Armenian canon. As proof of this Zohrabian cites from the 
Canon of the Council of Partaw where Sirach stands outside the canon of 
the Old Testament. 39 Finally, Zohrabian says he left out the Letter of 
Jeremiah which Oskan had placed after Baruch. 

Second, Zohrabian says that for his edition of the Bible he has 
included the introductions and lists of chapters for each book together 
with the numbering in the margins which most manuscripts have. Oskan 
omitted these and Zohrabian takes pains to show that he was wrong in so 
doing by arguing for their antiquity. He thinks that the introductions and 
lists might come from Greek originals. However, he admits that they are 
not found in any extant Greek manuscript. He is able to say that lists of 
chapters similar to those in the Armenian Bible appear in a seventh- 
century Syriac manuscript in the Ambrosian library in Milan. He shows 
by this remark that he had attempted to do research on the source of the 
introductions and lists of chapters. In point of fact, Georg Skrevats'i is re¬ 
sponsible for the inclusion of these materials which derive from old 
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sources. 40 For the New Testament Zohrabian has provided for the Gospels 
the Eusebian canon lists as well as introductions which he believes are the 
work of Eusebius or Pamphilus. For Acts and the Epistles he has added the 
prefaces and list of chapters which are the work of Euthalius. Zohrabian 
therefore made his edition a repository of interesting patristic editorial 
data. He was not, however, uncritical even here for, on the one hand, he 
goes on to say that he left out of his edition a number of items that appear 
in manuscript 57: in the Old Testament the second introduction that ap¬ 
pears with some books, Epiphanius’ “Concerning the Psalms,” and the 
Deaths of the Prophets. On the other hand, Zohrabian included Sirach in 
his edition even though it does not appear in manuscript 57. Sirach, Zo¬ 
hrabian notes, is preserved in other Armenian manuscripts, the Latin Vul¬ 
gate and other versions of the Scriptures. 

Third, Zohrabian discusses the apparatus to the text he has pre¬ 
sented. The number of manuscripts which Zohrabian had at his disposal 
allowed him to correct scribal errors in manuscript 57 and to provide a 
selection of readings varying from that manuscript. The apparatus sets 
forth what Zohrabian did in regard to these two items. The categories of 
readings to be found in the apparatus are as follows: 

1. Where Zohrabian corrected the text of his manuscript on the 
basis of the unanimous agreement of all the other manuscripts at his dis¬ 
posal, the entry in the apparatus begins with “in the exemplar” 
(horinakin) and continues with the reading of manuscript 57. For exam¬ 
ple, at Matthew 1:8, Zohrabian prints as his text tsnav zhovram 
([Jehoshaphat] begat Joram) and in the apparatus has “In the exempl „ 
csnav zovram ([Jehoshaphat] begat Ovram).” Here Zohrabian has cor¬ 
rected a misspelling in manuscript 57, created by the loss of one letter. 

2. Marginal readings of 57 which are found in the text of other 
manuscripts Zohrabian records as follows: “In the margin (i lusancs) such 
and such, agreeing with the reading in the text of some or the majority of 
other manuscripts.” (On the meaning of “some” and “the majority,” see 
below.) As an example of this type of note in the apparatus we may cite 
Genesis 1:11: “In the margin of our exemplar there is put zbanjar khotoy 
which agrees with the reading in the text of other manuscripts.” The dif¬ 
ference between the reading in the margin of 57 and that found in the 
text is just the direct object marker z- of the former. In citing such read- 
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ings Zohrabian has preserved in his edition an intriguing stage in the his¬ 
tory of the text of the Armenian Bible. As he indicates, these marginal 
readings of 57 are found in the text of some other manuscripts. In point of 
fact, the marginal readings of 57 are also found in the margins of other 
manuscripts—all of them, like 57, Cilician in origin. The significance of 
the marginal readings is that they are the result of a comparison of one 
type of Armenian text type, the Cilician, with another or others. This un¬ 
dertaking may be the work of Georg Skevrats‘i, mentioned above. The 
practical usefulness of these readings is that they may represent a more 
original type of text than that preserved in the text of 57. 41 

3. The third category of readings found in Zohrabian s apparatus 
is that of readings found in the other manuscripts which Zohrabian used. 
Within this third category there are three differentiations made in the ap¬ 
paratus: (a) When between two and half of the manuscripts agree against 
57 the variant is introduced with the word “some” ( ormnk *). See, for ex¬ 
ample, Genesis 1:7. Zohrabian says that most variants are of this type, (b) 
When more than half the manuscripts at Zohrabian s disposal agree against 
57 (so that only one or two agree with 57) the reading in the apparatus is 
introduced with the word “the majority” ( bazumk*). See, for example, 
Matthew 1:23. (c) In cases where the other manuscripts Zoh-rabian used 
share a reading against 57 but Zohrabian has chosen to follow the reading 
of 57 in the text, the reading in the apparatus is introduced by “the oth¬ 
ers” (aylk). See Genesis 1:29 for an example of this. In such cases, Zohra¬ 
bian believes the reading of 57 to be better, i.e., closer to the Greek, than 
the reading shared by the other manuscripts, (d) Readings attested by a 
4 ingle manuscript are introduced in the apparatus by “an exemplar” 
{orinak mi). For an example, see Genesis 2:19. Zohrabian s reasons for 
preserving such readings are twofold, he says: first, such readings are some¬ 
times found in old and respected witnesses; second, he wished to show 
that variant readings are sometimes the result of copyists taking too great a 
liberty with the text, not simply the result of carelessness. It is for the sec¬ 
ond reason that Zohrabian gives readings from Oskan’s edition, namely, to 
show how Oskan tried to correct the Armenian text. Zohrab-ian cites 
Oskan for the first time in Genesis 1:26. 

Zohrabian is selective in his recording of readings in his apparatus. 
He says that it w r as not his object to give all differences among the manu¬ 
scripts but, rather, to offer the most important ones. He does not give 
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those which are simply the result of scribal error. 

It remains a source of regret for its users that Zohrabian’s appara¬ 
tus does not more specifically indicate the manuscripts which attest par¬ 
ticular readings. The general terms “some,” “majority,” “an exemplar” are 
quite useless. They refer, it is true, to a relatively small group of manu¬ 
scripts but what does “the majority” among eight manuscripts mean 
when there are eighty or ninety (at least) other manuscripts which 
Zohrabian did not happen to have available to him? Had he specified 
which manuscripts differ from manuscript 57 Zohrabian would have 
gready increased the lasting value of his text as a critical endeavor. 

The final section of Zohrabian’s introduction deals with the issues 
of orthography, punctuation, accentuation, and chapter and verse division 
in the edition. So far as orthography is concerned, Zohrabian says that he 
used 6 for classical aw, following modern convention even though manu¬ 
script 57 reads aw. However, in the case of proper names he follows the 
older orthography (for example, Sawghos , Saul, rather than Soghos). Zo¬ 
hrabian standardized the punctuation of the text in his edition since it is 
not consistent in manuscript 57. So, too, in the matter of accentuation 
Zohrabian introduced consistency. The accentuation of the names of the 
Apostles follows the Greek rather than Armenian custom. (Armenian 
uniformly accents the last syllable of a word.) The chapter and verse divi¬ 
sion of Zohrabian’s edition follows the Latin; such division appears in 
manuscripts that Zohrabian used. 


* * * 


Zohrabian’s edition may properly be regarded as the single most 
important work of Armenian biblical scholarship since the patristic pe¬ 
riod. It is evident from the Introduction that Zohrabian worked carefully 
and with a clear text-critical methodology. His faithfulness to the task of 
producing an accurate reproduction of the classical text based on the re¬ 
sources available to him stands in contrast to the treatment some other 
versions received at the hands of their editors. This has meant that Zo- 
hrabians text has remained to this day the starting-point for new editions 
of the various books of the biblical corpus such as Deuteronomy and 
Daniel. 

Since Zohrabian’s day the methodology of textual criticism has 
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been more precisely defined. No longer is it sufficient to rely on an old 
and carefully copied exemplar when producing even a diplomatic edition 
of an Armenian biblical text. Rather, manuscripts are first separated into 
families and the textual relations of these families analyzed vis-a-vis the 
parent text. An edition is then based on manuscript(s) of that family pre¬ 
serving the purest form of text, with variant readings supported by 
manuscripts of other families being placed in an apparatus. 42 A fully criti¬ 
cal edition relies much less on a single witness but, rather, offers an eclec¬ 
tic text which at all points is governed by the attempt to present, on the 
basis of various manuscripts, the text in a form most closely resembling 
the way it was when it left the translators hands. Among recent editions of 
Armenian biblical texts those of Deuteronomy and Daniel 43 are diplo¬ 
matic while that of IV Ezra is critical. 44 

Such recent editions permit us to put the text printed by Zoh- 
rabian in its proper perspective. It represents only as pure a form of text as 
manuscript 57 offers. The form of text of manuscript 57 is a relatively de¬ 
veloped type of text, a Cilician text type as opposed to the type of text 
found, say, in Armenia proper in the thirteenth century. 45 The compli¬ 
cated story of the development of the textual traditions of the Armenian 
Old Testament and New Testament was simply unknown in 1805 and is 
still not fully understood. Lyonnet, in his epochal study of the Armenian 
text of the Gospels, was able to argue convincingly for the existence of an 
Old Armenian translation of the Gospels (which he calls Arm 1). This 
translation antedates the later text type represented by Zohrabians edition 
(which he calls Arm 2). 46 In his recent work on Armenian Daniel, Cowe 
makes a similar argument: he argues for an initial translation (Arm 1) in 
which the translator consulted a Syriac and Greek text simultaneously and 
a later revision of this (which he calls Arm 2). No Armenian manuscript 
has escaped the effects of this revision. 47 One wonders how Zohrabian 
would have gone about producing his edition had he had such studies 
available to him. He would not likely have chosen to reproduce manu¬ 
script 57 since other manuscripts such as Jerusalem 1925 or Yerevan 1500 
have shown themselves to offer a purer form of text wherever they have 
been analyzed. Still, Zohrabian s edition remains a faithful reproduction of 
a particular text type and, for that reason, will continue to be a significant 
resource for the study of the Armenian Bible. 

I would like to thank Sahak Kalaydjian, Librarian of the Library 
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of Printed Books, Armenian Patriarchate, Jerusalem; Robert W. Thomson 
and Kevork B. Bardakjian, Harvard University; and J. W. Wevers, Univer¬ 
sity of Toronto, for facilitating in different ways the writing of this intro¬ 
duction; and Michael E. Stone, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, who gra¬ 
ciously provided the copy of Zohrabian s Bible upon which this reprint is 
based. 


NOTES 

1. Zohrapian’s name is written Zohrabian in Western Armenian. Often 
"Zohrabian" is shortened further to simply “Zohrab.” 

2. On biblical studies in the eighteenth century generally see Edward Carpen¬ 
ter, “The Bible in the Eighteenth Century," in D. E. Nineham, ed., The Church's Use of 
the Bible (London: SPCK, 1963), pp. 89-124. Robert Davidson and A. R. C. Leaney’s 
Biblical Criticism (The Pelican Guide to Modern Theology, 3; Harmondsworth: Penguin 
Books, 1970) is a useful introduction to the critical study of the Bible. A briefer survey of 
the subject is provided by Samuel Tcrricn, “History of the Interpretation of the Bible, 
III. Modern Period,” Interpreter’s Bible, cd. G. A. Buttrick (New York and Nashville: 
Abingdon Press, 1952), pp. 127-141, and, more recently, by Edgar Krentz in The Histori¬ 
cal-Critical Method (Guides to Biblical Scholarship; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975). 

3. See the comments of James Henry Breasted in Earlier Historical Records of 
Ramses III (Medinet Habu, Vol. I; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1930), p. ix; also 
S. A. Cook, “The Present Stage of Old Testament Research,” in Essays on Some Biblical 
Questions of the Day by Members of the University of Cambridge, ed. Henry Barclay 
Swete (London: Macmillan and Co., 1909), p. 59. 

4. S. N. Kramer, The Sumerians (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962), 

p.8. 

5. Alexander Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis, 2d ed. (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1951), p. 1 ff. 

6. W.G. Kummel, Introduction to the New Testament, tr. A. J. Mattill, Jr. 
(London: SCM Press, 1965), pp. 37-39. 

7. Terrien,p. 136. “Hcxateuch” refers to the six books extending from Genesis 

to Joshua. 

8. Herbert F. Hahn, The Old Testament in Modern Research, expanded ed. 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1966), p. 4, n. 4. 

9. O. Betz, “Biblical Theology, History of,” in Interpreter’s Dictionary of the 
Bible, ed. G. A. Buttrick (New York and Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962), vol. 1, p. 433. 
“Biblical Theology" attempts to unify the thought of the Bible by using categories which 
derive from the Bible itself. 
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10. Cf. the article on Baur in The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 
ed. F. L. Cross, 2d ed. rev. by F. L. Cross and E. Livingstone (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1978), p. 144. 

11. James D. Wood, The Interpretation of the Bible (London: Gerald Duck¬ 
worth and Co., 1958),pp. 82-83. F. W. Farrar, in his tendentious History of Interpretation 
(Bampton Lectures 1885; New York: E. P Dutton, 1886; rpt. Grand Rapids: Baker Book 
House, 1961,1979), p. 274, calls Nicholas “the Jerome of the fourteenth century.” 

12. Ernst Wiirthwein, The Text of the Old Testament, 2d ed., tr. Erroll E 
Rhodes (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979). 

13. Stephen Neill, The Interpretation of the New Testament 1861-1961 (The 
Firth Lectures, 1962; London: Oxford University Press, 1964), p. 65. Bentley used to 
emend manuscripts without much hesitation. Cf. remarks about Wilkins and Oskan Yer- 
evantsi, below. 

14. The genealogical approach is outlined clearly in Paul Maas’ Textual Criti- 
cism,tr. B. Fowler (1958; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972). 

15. Jack Finegan, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts (Grand Rapids: 
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1974; London: SPCK, 1975), pp. 62-63. Finegan offers 
a useful introduction to the art of New Testament textual criticism. 

16. There is a sizeable body of literature devoted to the question of what can 
actually be determined about the origin of the Septuagint from the Letter of Aristeas. 
Most recently see J.W. Wcvers, “An Apologia for Septuagint Studies,” in press, who ar¬ 
gues that one can accept from the Aristeas legend only that 1) the Septuagint is Alex¬ 
andrian in origin and that 2) the Pentateuch was translated in the third century B.C. 

17. See the article “Polyglot Bibles” in The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian 
Church, pp. 1107-1108, and references in H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Tes¬ 
tament in Greek, rev. by R. R. Ottley (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1902; 
rpt. New York: KTAV Publishing House, 1968) and Sidney Jcllicoe, The Septuagint and 
Modern Study (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968). 

18. See the survey of published Armenian Bibles and partial Armenian Bibles 
in “Astuatsashunch* Mateani Haykakan Bnagire” (Bibliae Sacrae Versio Armena 
[Bibliographia]),by H. S. Anassian in Haykakan Matenagitut'iwn B (Yerevan: Academy of 
Sciences, 1976), cols. 359 ff. 

19. Bruce M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1977), p. 348. 

20. Ibid., p. 319. 

21. Ibid., p. 230. 

22. Ibid., p.122. 

23. See M. K. H. Peters, “The ‘Value’ of the Bohairic Printed Editions,” Bulle¬ 
tin of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 9 (1976), pp. 
47-58. 

24. Swete, Introduction, p. 120. 

25. The Greek text, prepared by H. St. J. Thackeray, may be found in Swete, 
Introduction, pp. 533-666; English translation by H. T. Andrews in Apocrypha and 
Pscudcpigrapha of the Old Testament, ed. R. H. Charles (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913, 
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rpt. 1963), vol. 2, pp. 83-122. Sec also n.16 above. 

26. For an example of the arrangement of the columns see Swete, Introduc¬ 
tion, p. 62 ff. 

27. The Greek text of chaps. 34-37 can be found in J.-P Migne, ed., Patrolo- 
giae Graecae, vol. 20 (Petit-Montrouge, 1857), cols. 1182-1186. There is an English 
translation of The Life of Constantine, prepared by E. D. Richardson, in The Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, 2d ser., ed. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace 
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1961), vol. 1, pp. 473-559. 

28. On the question of the parent text (Syriac and/or Greek) of the earliest 
Armenian translation of the Bible cf. Claude Cox, The Armenian Translation of Deu¬ 
teronomy (University of Pennsylvania Armenian Texts and Studies 2; Chico: Scholars 
Press, 1981), pp. 7-12 and, more recently, S. Peter Cowe, “The Armenian Version of 
Daniel: Diplomatic Edition and Investigation of Its Textual Affinities,” Ph.D. diss., He¬ 
brew University, Jerusalem, 1983. Cowe believes that the Armenian translator of Daniel 
consulted a Syriac and Greek text simultaneously. 

29. As Zohrabian notes, the signs’ tradition underwent corruption at the hands 
of scribes who did not understand its significance. The manuscript which Zohrabian 
used for his edition preserves relatively few signs but some manuscripts preserve several 
hundred. I have collected the signs’ material from selected manuscripts to publish in a 
book entitled Hexaplaric Materials Preserved in the Armenian Version. 

30. The catalogue of Venice manuscripts is that of B. V. Sargisian, ed., Mair 
Ts'uts'ak Hayeren Dzeragrots Matenadaramn Mkhit'areants'i Venetik (Grand Catalogue 
of Armenian Manuscripts of the Mechitarist Library in Venice] (Venice: St. Ghazar, 
1914),!. 

31. The same list has been worked out independently by Cowe, "Daniel,” p. 
401, who, however, does not correlate his list to the numbers of Zohrabian’s introduc¬ 
tion: manuscript 141 is the second manuscript described by Zohrabian, the first being 57 
(= 1508(1]). 

32. This refers to the list of A. Zeytunian, “Astuatsashunch'i Hayeren 
T’argrrunut’yan D. . kan Miavorneri Dasakargman Masin” [Concerning a Central 
Manuscript Classic .. tor the Armenian Translation of the Bible], Banber Matenada- 
rani 12 (1977), pp. 295-304, supplemented by Cox in Deuteronomy, pp. 15-16, n. 2. 

33. The Yerevan catalogue is that of L. Khach’ikian and A. Mnats'akanian, eds., 
Ts'uts'ak Dzeragrats' Mashtots'i Anvan Matenadarani [Catalogue of Manuscripts of the 
Mashtots Library], introd. by O. Eganian, prepared by O. Eganian, A. Zcyt'unian, P‘. 
Ant'abian, 2 vols. (Yerevan: Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR, 1965 and 1970). 
The information concerning manuscript 142 as well as the other manuscripts in the list 
(except for 155) is derived from Deuteronomy, pp. 16-31, which, in turn, is based on the 
respective catalogues. 

34. Michael E. Stone, The Armenian Version of IV Ezra (University of Penn¬ 
sylvania Armenian Texts and Studies 1; Missoula, 1979), p. 16, suggests Constantinople; so 
also Cowe, "Daniel,” p. 49. 

35. Alck’siane the secretary was the writer of the whole. However, the Revela¬ 
tion of John was written by two scribes, Abraham the elder and Astuatsatur. No prove- 
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nance is given for the manuscript though one of the colophons states that Abraham was 
from the village of Bjni. Sargisian, Mair Ts'uts'ak, 1, cols. 133-140. Bjni is situated in 
Ayrarat province: sec Avedis K. Sanjian, Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 1301-1480 
(Harvard Armenian Texts and Studies, 2; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1969), p. 
397. 

36. George of Skevra is responsible for the addition to the Armenian Bible of 
introductions to books of the Old Testament and tables of chapters. See Vincent Mistrih, 
"Trois Biographies de Georges de Skevra,” Studia OricntaJia Christiana Armenica 
(Extrait de Collectanea, 14; Cairo: Editions du Centre Franciscain de l’Etudes Orientales 
Chrctiennes, 1970), pp. 251-372. George may well be responsible also for the marginal 
readings which appear in Cilician manuscripts, including 57, and which provide readings 
from a different textual tradition. Cf. “Concerning a Cilician Revision of the Armenian 
Bible” in A. Pietersma and C. Cox, eds., De Septuaginta: Studies in Honour of John 
William We vers on His Sixty-Filth Birthday, forthcoming. 

37. See Deuteronomy, pp. 49-51, and Cowe, “Daniel,” pp. 26-29, 55-56. 

38. On Mkhitar of Scbastia (1676-1749) and the contributions of his religious 
order to Armenian scholarship see Kevork B. Bardakjian, The Mekhitarist Contributions 
to Armenian Culture and Scholarship (Cambridge: Middle Eastern Department, Harvard 
College Library, 1976). 

39. For the canon list of Partaw see Michael E. Stone, “Armenian Canon Lists 
I - The Council of Partaw (768 C.E.),” Harvard Theological Review 66 (1973): 479- 
486. The Partaw list rests on Greek traditions and it is an open question to what extent 
the list reflects Armenian usage. Sirach does appear as part of Gregory of Tat'ew’s four¬ 
teenth-century canon list. See Stone, “Armenian Canon Lists IV - The List of Gregory 
of Tat'ew (14th Century),” Harvard Theological Review 72 (1979): 237-244. 

40. See Mistrih, “Trois Biographies,” p. 271. 

41. For more information on the marginal readings see “Concerning the Cil¬ 
ician Revision of the Armenian Bible,” cited in n. 36 above. 

42. The first attempt to set the choice of manuscripts for an edition of an Ar¬ 
menian biblical text upon scientific principles is that of Mi :1 ' r Stone, “The Old 

Armenian Version of Isaiah: Towards the Choice of the Base I ^ n Edition,” Textus 
8 (1973), pp. 106-125.1 do not intend here to summarize the cut history of biblical 
scholarship as it pertains to the Armenian version. That information can be found in 
Cox, “Biblical Studies and the Armenian Bible: 1955-1980,” Revue Biblique 89 (1982): 
99-113. 

43. The editions of Deuteronomy and Daniel are cited above in n. 28. 

44. Stone’s edition of IV Ezra is cited above in n. 34. 

45. On textual groupings of Armenian biblical manuscripts see Cox, 
“Manuscript Groupings in the Textual Tradition of the Armenian Bible,” Journal of the 
Society for Armenian Studies 1 (in press). 

46. S. Lyonnet, Les origines de la Version armenienne et la Diatessaron (Biblica 
et Orientalia 13; Rome: Pontificio Instituto Biblico, 1950). 

47. Cowe, “Daniel,” p. 390 ff. 
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